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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Sixto Marcelino Garcia appeals his 168-month sentence imposed
following a guilty plea to conspiracy to possess with intent to distrib-
ute and to distribute cocaine in violation of 21 U.S.C.A. § 846 (West
1994 & Supp. 1999). Garcia asserts the district court erred in not stat-
ing its reasoning for imposing a sentence at the high end of the guide-
lines range and in sentencing him at the high end of the guidelines
range based upon his level of involvement in the offense of convic-
tion, when the court already increased his offense level under U.S.
Sentencing Guidelines Manual, § 3B1.1(c) (1998).

Because Garcia did not object to the alleged errors below, we
review for plain error. See Fed. R. Crim. P. 52(b); United States v.
Olano, 507 U.S. 725, 731-32 (1993). Under 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(c)
(West Supp. 1999), a sentencing court must state in open court the
reason for imposing a particular sentence. When the guidelines range
is more than twenty-four months, the court must further state in open
court the reason for imposing a sentence at a particular point in the
guidelines range. See § 3553(c)(1). Even assuming that the court's
failure to explain its reasoning is reviewable, we find no plain error.
We further find that the court did not plainly err in both increasing
Garcia's sentence offense level and sentencing him at the high end of
the guidelines range based upon his role in the conspiracy. See 18
U.S.C. § 3661 (1994) ("No limitation shall be placed on the informa-
tion concerning the background, character, and conduct of a person
convicted of an offense which a court of the United States may
receive and consider for the purpose of imposing an appropriate sen-
tence").

Accordingly, we affirm Garcia's sentence. We dispense with oral
argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately pre-
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sented in the materials before the court and argument would not aid
the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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